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Where We Were and Where We’re Going
by Adam Ulenski and Jennifer Van Allen
Adam Ulenski, EdD, is an Assistant Professor at
Bridgewater State University. He recently received
his doctorate in education from the University of
Central Florida. His current research interests
include investigating methods and approaches that
prepare literacy coaches.

Introduction

I

n 2018, the International Literacy Association (ILA)
released new standards for reading professionals.
The release of the revised standards brings to light
the need for high-quality training and development
of literacy coaches along with some shifts in the
knowledge and role literacy coaches play within
schools. These shifts place literacy coaches at the
forefront of the effective use of technology in literacy
instruction, increased emphasis on disciplinary literacy
strategies across content areas and grade levels, and a
more intense focus on diversity and efforts towards a
social justice agenda (ILA, 2018b).
The new ILA standards bring clarity to the role of
the coach stating that “the primary goal of literacy
coaches is to work with individual and groups of
teachers and to facilitate schoolwide improvement of
literacy teaching and learning” (ILA, 2018b, p. 43).
According to Dean, Dyal, Wright, Carpenter, and
Austin (2010), effective literacy coaching has positively
impacted teacher delivery of literacy instruction, and
subsequently, student literacy achievement. Historically,
literacy coaching has taken many different forms
including that of intensive work with struggling readers,
peer coaching, and leadership roles within the school,
such as scheduling. These roles often vary greatly
within schools across the United States (Kissel, Mraz,
Alogzzine, & Stover, 2011; Poglinco et al., 2003;
Walpole & Blamey, 2008). In light of the 2017 ILA
standards, literacy coaches need to be knowledgeable about the shifts in their roles in order to better
support teacher colleagues, administrators, and their
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local communities. These shifts will have a significant
impact on future research, design, and implementation
of literacy coach training and development programs.
Therefore, the purpose of this article is to highlight how
the role of the literacy coach has responded to changes
in research and policy by discussing the new roles of
coaches based on the recently released ILA standards.

Historical Contexts
Since the Improving America’s Schools Act of
1994, professional development has been recognized
as an important dimension of improving teaching and
learning (Riley, 1995). This act emphasized the shift
from one-stop workshops to an integrated approach
to professional development (Riley, 1995). The shift
was intended to place teachers and administrators as
seekers of the type of professional development they
wanted to receive. As such, teachers were expected
to engage in reflective practices, employ new instructional practices, and craft new learning outcomes for
students (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
Research from this era of teacher reform brought to life
the importance of teacher inquiry and collaboration,
reflective practices, modeling, and coaching (DarlingHammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
Around the same time that the federal government
was passing legislation requiring school districts
to develop and provide professional development
to teachers and administrators, the Ohio State
University was developing a project called the Literacy
Collaborative. Literacy Collaborative is a coachingbased framework for reforming a school’s literacy

program in order to support student literacy learning
(Biancarosa, Byrk, & Dexter, 2010). The coaching
framework in Literacy Collaborative provided literacy
coaches with specific techniques for supporting and
developing teacher and administrator colleagues’
literacy teaching skills (DeFord, 2007). Specifically,
Literacy Collaborative trained literacy coaches in
providing professional development workshops
and working with teachers in a one-to-one setting
(Biancarosa et al., 2010). The latter was emphasized in
the training as the most effective way of developing and
supporting teachers as they refined their instructional
literacy practices. As such, Literacy Collaborative
provided one of the first frameworks to describe how
the literacy coach should operate in a school system
and address the requirements from federal legislation
for providing ongoing and specific professional
development for teachers and administrators.
Additional legislation was introduced and passed
in the early 2000s that supported the need for literacy
coaches in schools. The No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) reiterated the need for high-quality teacher
training and professional development in literacy
practices, while also emphasizing the need for
specialists to provide support for struggling and at-risk
readers (NCLB, 2002). Reading First, a federally
funded reading project resulting from NCLB, was
developed to improve reading outcomes for low-performing schools, focusing on beginning reading
instruction (Deussen, Coskie, Robinson, & Autio,
2007). Nearly all schools receiving the Reading First
grant were required to hire a reading coach, leading
to national attention on literacy coaching as a schoolbased position and dramatic increases in the number
of practicing literacy coaches (National Reading
Technical Assistance Center [NRTAC], 2010). For
example, in 2006, over five thousand literacy coaching
positions were added to schools across the nation as
a result of Reading First (NRTAC, 2010). Since then,
literacy coach positions have become increasingly
prevalent in schools across the United States.
However, the role of the literacy coach has been
left without a definitive definition, resulting in
various interpretations and models of coaching across
schools, districts, and states (Dean et al., 2010). Prior
research has discussed the perceptions that educational

personnel have for the literacy coach role (Dean et al.,
2010; DiMeglio & Mangin, 2010; Kissel, et al., 2011;
Rainville & Jones, 2008; Walpole & Blamey, 2008).
These widely varying perceptions have resulted in
different understandings of the literacy coach position.
Van Leent and Exley (2013) explained that literacy
coaches take on a variety of identities which has led
to role confusion among coaches. As such, these
perceptions have greatly influenced the day to day
work of the literacy coach.
Walpole and Blamey (2008) reported in a five-state
survey that 45% of a literacy coach’s work week was
spent on tasks unrelated to the roles of a literacy coach
as identified by the ILA (2010) standards. Numerous
reasons for this mismatch exist, including a lack
of specific job descriptions, lack of training for the
literacy coach position, and changing perspectives of
the literacy coach position (Dean et al., 2010; Marsh
et al., 2008; Van Leent & Exley, 2013; Walpole &
Blamey, 2008). In addition, in a recent survey of current
elementary literacy coaches, 44% indicated they have
never received training on the 2010 ILA standards for
the role of a literacy coach (Ulenski, 2017).
Barriers such as state and federal policies, administrators’ perspectives, and school cultures, prevented
literacy coaches from performing tasks that were
aligned with the 2010 ILA standards. Research supports
long-term professional development for literacy
coaches as a solution to overcoming these barriers
(Stover, Kissel, Haag, & Shoniker, 2011). This professional development must meet the needs of the literacy
coach and support them within their position, especially
given the new ILA standards for literacy coaches.

ILA’s Influence on the Coaching Role
In 2004, ILA, formerly the International Reading
Association (IRA), released a position statement titled
The Roles and Qualifications of the Reading Coach
in the United States that noted the lack of clarity,
formal training, and understanding for the role of the
reading coach as a result of a lack of formally agreed
upon set of standards or definitions for the role (IRA,
2004). This occurred in the United States during a time
when classroom teachers were expected to be highly
qualified and engage in reflective practices, thus setting
the stage for literacy coaching standards (Van Cleave
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& Dailey, 2007). Two years later, ILA and the National
Council of Teachers of English developed the Literacy
Coaching Clearinghouse to develop additional research,
knowledge, and practice surrounding the literacy
coaching role (DeFord, 2007). This led ILA (formerly
IRA) to release a set of standards in 2010 outlining the
role of the literacy coach/specialist in The Standards
for Reading Professionals 2010 (ILA, 2010). These
six standards in 2010 provided direction and attempted
to solve the earlier problem of a lack of understanding for the role of the literacy coach. They explained
the foundational knowledge a coach should possess,
described how a coach would support the implementation of curriculum and best practices, characterized
a coach’s ability to critique and analyze assessments,
gave recommendations to address and support diverse
learners, detailed how to support classroom teachers in
developing a literacy-rich environment welcoming to
all, and explained how to engage themselves and others
in ongoing professional development (ILA, 2010).
The release of the ILA standards for reading professional brought clarity to a formerly ambiguous
literacy coaching role. The standards state that literacy
coaches serve as advocates for struggling readers and
writers, lead school literacy programs, provide professional development, support teachers and administrators by providing resources in literacy, and serve
as a coordinator of literacy at a school or district level.
These roles are reinforced in the six standards (previous
paragraph) with explicit tasks that literacy coaches
should aim to address in their positions. These standards
provided a common language for the role of a literacy
coach across the education community worldwide,
including school districts across the United States.
In addition to the Standards for Reading
Professionals, the International Literacy Association
developed and released a literacy leadership brief in
2018 outlining new detailed models for how the coach
may operate at the school-site. The three identified
models include coaching to conform, coaching into
practice, and coaching for transformation (ILA,
2018a). The most common model used in schools is
the coaching to conform model. In this model, the
coach helps teachers implement a program, innovation,
and/or standards. This is accomplished through
observation and feedback as the coach takes on a more
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direct and commanding role (ILA, 2018a).
In the second coaching model, coaching into
practice, the coach is scaffolding the teacher in implementing the teachers’ choices for instruction and their
desired outcomes for students (ILA, 2018a). This is
accomplished partially through self-reflection about
one’s own practice. In this model, the coach asks
questions, listens, and supports teachers in enacting a
plan of action for instruction.
The third model, coaching for transformation,
challenges the teacher and coach to rethink their
practices and policies through reflection. All three
models may be used by one coach, however, ILA
(2018a) suggests that the model the coach uses should
reflect their school needs and situations and that
coaches would not necessarily need to use all models.

Shifts in the Revised Reading
Professional Standards
for Literacy Coaches
ILA’s (2018b) standards for reading professionals
highlight the role of the literacy coach by separating
it from the role of the reading specialist, as these two
roles were intertwined in the last set of standards. This
change concentrates the perspective of the role of
the literacy coach solely on working with classroom
teachers, administrators, and the community, rather
than also providing intervention support for students.
As such, the ILA positions a literacy coach as a change
agent responsible for promoting an equitable literacy
education for all students through their work with
others. According to the new standards, in addition
to extensive knowledge of literacy development and
pedagogy, literacy coaches should be able to apply
principles of andragogy, critically examine literacy
practices, promote reflective discussions that address
issues of equity and access, and advocate for change
within their schools and communities necessitating shifts in thinking about their role (ILA, 2018b).
Although these skills for literacy coaches are not new,
the standards place increased emphasis on integrating
technology within classrooms in authentic ways,
supporting disciplinary literacy strategies across
subjects, fostering a culture of equity, and supporting
teachers, students, and their local community in taking
a social justice stance.

Emphasis on Technology
Increasingly, schools are providing teachers and
students access to various forms of technology in the
classroom including interactive whiteboards, laptops,
and tablets (Hohlfeld, Ritzhaupt, Dawson, & Wilson,
2017). In addition, almost all schools in the United
States now have access to the Internet, although the
reliability of that access often comes into question by
teachers. Even with these steps forward in creating
equitable access to technology, many students,
especially those in high needs schools, are not using
these technological tools in ways that enhance their
skills as 21st-century learners, such as researching,
creating, designing, remixing, and communicating
information. Hohlfeld et al. (2017) administered a
survey across 67 school districts in Florida and found
“low-SES (socioeconomic status) students generally
use software more for computer-directed activities
such as drill and practice or remedial work, while
their High-SES counterparts are using software for
more student controlled activities such as creating
with or communicating through technology” (p.
135). Even among high-SES populations, Leu et
al. (2014) found that only 50% of seventh-grade
students demonstrated effective online research
skills. One cause of these disparities is that teachers
report feeling underprepared when integrating
technology into their instruction in meaningful and
authentic ways (Hutchison & Woodward, 2018;
Kopcha, 2012)
These disparities in teachers’ technology use in
the classroom and students’ digital literacy skills
place literacy coaches at the center of improved
technology integration efforts. Therefore, the new
ILA standards (2018) acknowledge that the definition
of literacy is ever expanding to include a variety
of ways to read, write, and communicate across
many text modalities and skills in navigating these
new literacies are essential for college and career
readiness. The Common Core State Standards
(CCSS) require students to thoughtfully utilize
technology in ways that enhance literacy skills.
Subsequently, the ILA standards place an emphasis
on ensuring coaches have knowledge of 21st-century
literacy practices that engage students in physical,
social, and virtual learning environments and

demonstrate how equitable access to new technologies can be meaningfully integrated within literacy
instruction to better support the ongoing efforts of
teachers (ILA, 2018b).
The language used throughout the standards for
literacy coaches includes a focus on technology
in various ways, including terms such as visually
representing, digital learning, multimodal tools,
digital and online reading materials, transformative
teaching practices, and online environments (ILA,
2018b). Coaches should understand theories of digital
learning, be able to integrate technology within
literacy lessons, literacy assessment, and the school’s
literacy plan to support various dimensions of literacy
learning, and generate dialogue in their schools and
local communities about appropriate and safe uses of
technology by children. They should also be able to
support teachers in evaluating technological tools for
specific teaching purposes. Finally, the standards state
how reading specialists who are becoming coaches
may participate in collaborative coaching activities
for professional growth using digital tools such as
video-conferencing and online professional learning
networks (ILA, 2018b).
Consider one specific example of this shift
included in the second component of standard five,
“Candidates facilitate teachers’ use of a variety of
digital and print materials that engage and motivate
learners and optimize access to materials that
increase student choice and support school goals”
(ILA, 2018b, p. 50). In this component alone, at
minimum, coaches need to be apprised of various
types of digital media, tools, and applications and be
able to effectively support teachers in accessing and
evaluating these resources for their use. If a coach
is supporting a teacher in selecting texts for a genre
study on biographies, the coach might guide the
teacher to consider multimodal text selections. The
podcast for kids The Past and the Curious (see http://
thepastandthecurious.com/) features interesting,
little-known stories from history and would support
students’ listening skills. When working with the
teacher, the coach may help the teacher consider a
podcast as a supporting text, guide the teacher to
the website, and provide the teacher with criteria for
selecting an appropriate episode for the class.
33

Emphasis on Disciplinary Literacy
“Every teacher is a reading teacher!” Many
content area teachers have heard this educational
saying before, but refute the practices implied therein,
explaining they do not have time to teach both
reading skills and their content. Yet, to understand the
content of a discipline, students should be engaged
in the habits of mind that experts within a particular
discipline employ (Gillis, 2014). This is the premise
behind disciplinary literacy practices, which Rainey,
Maher, Coupland, Franchi, and Moje (2015) describe
as “shared language and symbolic tools that members
of academic disciplines (e.g., biology, philosophy,
musical theater, architecture and design, psychology)
use to construct knowledge alongside others” (p. 371).
Apprenticing students into the ways members of a
discipline think, read, write, and communicate allows
them to use these discourses as they interact with
content (Gillis, 2014). When teaching disciplinary
literacy strategies, the teacher should emphasize
content first while incorporating disciplinary literacy
practices that help students understand the content.
As teachers emphasize disciplinary literacy practices,
they support students in examining the academic
language used within disciplinary text and guide them
in applying these language patterns and techniques in
their classwork (Gillis, 2014).
Although disciplinary literacy practices are
promoted mostly in middle and high school grades,
these practices should play a role in elementary
classrooms as well when implemented in developmentally appropriate ways (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2014).
For example, Wright and Gotwals (2017) designed
and implemented two science units focusing on disciplinary literacy practices with kindergarteners that
emphasized discussions where students make a claim,
provide specific evidence to support the claim, and
explain their reasoning that connects the evidence with
the claim, a claim-evidence-reasoning heuristic. This
is an explanation model commonly used to support
scientific explanations and arguments within the
discipline. Results indicate that these kindergarteners
better understood the science concepts, engaged in
more sophisticated science talk utilizing academic
language, and showed more engagement in science
explorations than peers who received the content using
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the traditional district mandated curriculum (Wright
& Gotwals, 2017). Attention to disciplinary literacy
practices has taken hold given the CCSS emphasis on
informational text reading and close reading strategies
embedded in Kindergarten through 5th grade and
specific standards for literacy in social studies/history,
science, and technical subjects for 6th grade through
12th grade (Zygouris-Coe, 2012). Therefore, a shift
in the ILA (2018b) standards for coaches highlights
disciplinary literacy practices across all grade levels,
but particularly in secondary schools. As such, literacy
coaches must be flexible as they support content area
teachers in identifying and teaching literacy practices,
or ways of reading, writing, and thinking, evident in a
particular discipline.
Throughout the ILA Standards for Literacy
Coaches (ILA, 2018b), references to disciplinary
literacy practices are written into the standards
explicitly and implicitly. For example, standard
one and two focus on foundational knowledge and
curriculum and instruction. Components within
these standards state that coaches must “understand
key concepts about adolescent and disciplinary
literacy” (p. 44), and “support content area teachers
in integrating disciplinary literacy strategies in their
curriculum and instruction” (p. 47). Whereas, other
references to disciplinary literacy practices are appropriately embedded within different components and
include mention of providing evidence-based literacy
instruction in the disciplines, supporting teachers’
text selection for reading, writing, and communicating, adapting and modifying instruction to support
different dimensions of literacy, and facilitating
content area discussions about student assessment
data. All of these inclusions of disciplinary literacy
stress the importance of literacy coaches collaborating with content area teachers as they support and
facilitate students’ understanding of and interactions
with content materials (ILA, 2018b).
Consider an imagined, but likely, scenario from a
literacy coach observing in a physics class. A literacy
coach enters the classroom where students are engaged
in a lab experience testing the effects of different
variables, such as pendulum mass, string length, and
angle of release on the period of a pendulum. As
students are manipulating the variables, the teacher

has asked them to take notes on their observations.
Considering disciplinary literacy skills, the coach
knows that in the middle of an experiment, scientists
record careful, specific observations as part of data
collection (McConachie & Petrosky, 2009). Then, after
the data has been collected, scientists look for patterns
to draw conclusions about the findings, using specific
evidence from observations to illustrate these patterns
(McConachie & Petrosky, 2009). The coach notices
that students are taking notes in dramatically different
ways, which often include explanations of the findings.
In a follow-up conversation with the teacher, the coach
commends the teacher for engaging students in the
inquiry, since inquiry is key to developing student
knowledge of scientific practices. The coach then helps
the teacher consider how scientists take notes and
compare this with the student attempts. In the process,
the teacher realizes his students’ challenges with
recording explanations as observations and works with
the coach to develop a lesson on recording observations as scientists. In addition, the collaboration results
in the development of a note-taking sheet students may
use in future lab experiences. To foster teacher thinking
about disciplinary literacy skills, literacy coaches need
a basic understanding of discipline-specific literacy
practices and must work closely with disciplinary
teachers to identify and implement lessons that support
students in developing these practices.

Emphasis on Diversity
The United States population has been growing
increasingly diverse and as a result, so has our student
population. Students of diverse backgrounds have
been the majority of students in the United States since
2013 (U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, 2013). Since the population
in our schools is increasingly reflecting students of
diversified backgrounds, our policies and practices
need to be revised and re-examined to ensure they are
also reflective of the changing student demographics
(Morrell, 2017).
In 2010, ILA released Standards for Reading
Professionals included diversity as a specific standard.
At the time, the diversity standard was written to reflect
cognitive and physical abilities (O’Donnell, 2018).
As the standards underwent revision, Diane Kern
explained that equity was added to promote students’

understanding of and advocacy for inclusive practices
and create affirming environments both in and out of
school settings (O’Donnell, 2018). Morrell (2017)
recently asked, “How does a reimagined literacy
education help every child to understand the world
and his or her place within in it?” (p. 456). The new
ILA standards (2018b) address Morell’s questions
by positioning literacy coaches to engage teachers in
reflection on personal, instructional, and systematic
biases.
ILA’s Standard 4, Diversity and Equity, has
expanded beyond the physical and cognitive abilities
to include religious, cultural, linguistic, and gender
identities (Hall, 2017). This new perspective on
standard 4 engages literacy coaches, and the teachers
they work with, in developing classroom settings
where students of diverse populations can maximize
their learning. This is possible as the coach and teacher
participate in professional readings and reflections
together with the lens of being more responsive to a
diverse student population and to gain a better understanding of diversity and equity (Hall, 2017).
An example of how this standard may shift the role
of the literacy coach is evident in the first component
of standard 4, “candidates demonstrate knowledge,
pedagogies, and essential concepts of diversity and
equity” (ILA, 2018b, p. 120). This focus on addressing
diversity and equity means that literacy coaches and
teachers need to develop their knowledge base beyond
the traditional theories for literacy instruction. It is
not enough to learn about Clay’s Theory of Reading
or Rosenblatt’s Transactional Theory. Instead, new
theories need to be incorporated into the coach’s
knowledge bank for literacy instruction. One such
theory that coaches should explore is Critical Literacy
theory. Critical Literacy theory places the reader
in the position of challenging the text’s message
by questioning or disputing the power relationship
between the author and the reader (McLaughlin &
DeVoogd, 2004). A coach may guide a teacher to find
text that allows students to question the message or
the topic within that text. Then, the coach should help
the teacher develop questions that provide the students
opportunities to examine issues of power and help
the students to reflect and take action on that issue.
One such text a coach may suggest to a lower grade
35

classroom is The Berenstain Bears: No Girls Allowed
by Stan and Jan Berenstain. In this text, the coach
would guide the teacher to examine the treatment of
the sister in the text. The coach would support the
teacher in developing questions for conversation to
examine who has the power, identifying the problem
and its complexity, and then how to examine the issue
from multiple perspectives for students to take action
based on their conversations.
This illustrates just one of the many new theories
that coaches need to be knowledgeable about to
support classroom teachers in their work with students.
Through the lens of diversity and equity, the coach
is becoming more aware of his or her own bias,
viewpoints, and perspectives, while engaging teacher-colleagues in similar reflection to offer instructional
opportunities for students to think critically about their
community and the world around them.

Implications
Literacy coaches and those preparing for literacy
coaching roles must begin to grapple with the
knowledge and skills needed to incorporate the revised
standards in their work with teachers, administrators,
and their communities. We offer several implementation ideas that should be explored by literacy coaching
preparation programs, school district training for
literacy coaches, school leaders, and literacy coaches
themselves. These ideas stemmed from a discussion
regarding the new standards that included higher
education faculty, trainers of literacy coaches, and
current literacy coaches.

Engage in Exploration to
Build a Knowledge Base
As literacy coaches and aspiring literacy coaches
engage with the revised standards, they should
advocate for time to explore each of the shifts as part
of their own professional study and in professional
learning communities (PLCs) with other literacy
coach colleagues. This first step is important because
a literacy coach must be prepared and knowledgeable about these shifts prior to offering professional
development and training to teacher and administrator
colleagues. Literacy coaches need time to explore the
unique features, handling, and applications specific
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to school-owned tools and devices to understand
the capabilities and limitations of the devices. Not
only do literacy coaches need to be knowledgeable
about the types of technological devices and apps
within their schools, they also need to understand
learner-centered instructional approaches that authentically and meaningfully embed technological tools
in instruction. In order to fully understand what it
means to read, write, think, and communicate in a
discipline, literacy coaches will need time to explore
disciplinary literacy practices by observing in disciplinary classrooms, viewing videos of disciplinary
experts working in their fields, and reading lesson
plans and narratives of teachers’ experiences teaching
disciplinary literacy strategies. Literacy coaches
may also engage in discussions with teachers from
other academic domains as a way of learning the
language and structures in those domains. Finally,
literacy coaches must engage in professional study
surrounding children and adolescent literature that
addresses diversity and equity.
This time for exploration of technological tools,
disciplinary practices, and children and adolescent
literature will help coaches build a working knowledge
base for supporting their school community. As they
become more comfortable in their own knowledge,
coaches need time to learn and collaborate with
coaching colleagues. Literacy coaches should work
together in PLCs to collectively brainstorm ways to
engage their teaching colleagues and administrators
in professional learning about technology integration,
disciplinary literacy, and diversity and equity efforts,
which may include some difficult conversations. These
types of professional studies allow the literacy coach to
begin incorporating these shifts into their work because
of their growing foundational knowledge. They also
provide opportunities to problem-solve challenges that
occur during planning and implementation of professional learning experiences in their schools.

Develop Shared Beliefs and
Knowledge Among Stakeholders
The second idea that the literacy coach should
explore is to how to best build background knowledge
and define each of the three shifts emphasized earlier
(technology, disciplinary literacy, and diversity

and equity) with colleagues in their school setting.
This requires the literacy coach to understand their
colleagues’ individual definition for the three shifts
and work to develop a collective definition for each
shift at their school site. For example, the coach
should develop a collective understanding of what
technology integration, disciplinary literacy practices,
and diversity and equity may look like within their
school community. This is an important second step
the coach should consider for a few reasons. Each of
these definitions need to reflect the understandings
of the stakeholders that the coach is collaborating
and supporting. In addition, the three shifts will look
differently at various school sites due to student and
teacher needs. Therefore, it is important that the coach
build in time to develop background knowledge and
common definitions around each shift created by all
stakeholders so that everyone has the same understanding when the terms are used in future professional
development opportunities.

Promote Conversation
and Collaboration
Lastly, literacy coaches need to advocate for teacher
colleagues to engage with technology, disciplinary
literacy, and diversity and equity in professional
development prior to and during the integration of
these shifts in their instruction and curriculum. Literacy
coaches should ensure teachers are provided with
dedicated, uninterrupted time to engage in conversation about challenges and successes they are facing
and to collaborate in planning instruction. Classroom
teachers and administrators need time to explore the

technological tools as much as literacy coaches do
when first encountering these shifts and should consider
appropriate uses of technology that will enhance or
transform the learning experiences for students. Time
should be provided for teachers to collaborate and build
cross-curricular instructional units with colleagues in
other academic domains as well, and when appropriate.
Throughout these conversations and collaborations,
the literacy coach should guide teachers to engage with
diverse texts, have conversations around social justice,
and encourage self-reflection related to promoting
diversity and equity with their colleagues. Essentially,
teachers need time to explore and engage with these
shifts prior to being expected to integrate the shifts into
their work with students.

Conclusion
Over time the literacy coach position has responded
and morphed due to legislation, policies, and more
recently, due to research. ILA has sought to provide a
common language surrounding the role of the literacy
coach by adopting standards for reading professionals
that outline the framework for the literacy coach role.
In 2018, the standards were revised and this resulted
in an emphasis on technology, disciplinary literacy,
and diversity and equity. Literacy coaches must now
re-envision their role in light of the revised standards
and how they may integrate the new shifts in their role at
their school site. Two things are certain, the integration
of these shifts will look different at each school site and
time is needed to explore these shifts prior to coaching
collaborations and instructional delivery.
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